writings. Let me however observe how the author has arrived
at this conclusion. His first proof is that I have employed mili-
tary terms in connection with a movement claimed to be wholly
non-violent. I have employed such language from the com-
mencement of my experiment in South Africa. I could more
easily show the contrast between my move and the ordinary
ones by using identical phraseology, so far as possible, and
coupling it with non-violence. Throughout my experience of
Satyagraha since 1908, I cannot recall an instance in which
people were misled by my use of military phraseology. And~
indeed, Satyagraha being a "moral equivalent of war", the use
of such terminology is but natural. Probably all of us have
used at some time or another, or, are at least familiar with,
expressions such as 'sword of the spirit', 'dynamite of truth',
'shield and buckler of patience', 'assaulting the citadel of truth',
or 'wrestling with God'. Yet no one has ever seen anything
strange or wrong in such use. Who can be ignorant of the use
of military phraseology by the Salvation Army? That body has
taken it over in its entirety, and yet I have not known anyone
having mistaken the Salvation Army, with its colonels and
captains, for a military organization trained to the use of deadly
weapons of destruction.
50.    I must deny that "it has been shown that Mr. Gandhi
had little faith in the effectiveness of non-violence to resist
Japanese aggression". What I have said is that maximum effec-
tiveness cannot be shown when it has to work side by side with
violence. It is true that Maulana Saheb and Pandit Nehru have
doubts about the efficacy of non-violence to withstand aggres-
sion, but they have   ample   faith   in   non-violent   action   for
fighting against British domination. I do believe that both Bri-
tish and Japanese imperialisms are equally to be avoided. Bui
I have already shown by quoting from Harijan that it is easier
to cope with the evil that is, than the one that may come,  [vid* f
Appendix II (D).]
51.    I admit at once that there is "a doubtful proportion
of full believers" in my "theory of non-violence". But it should
not be forgotten that I have also said that for my movement
I do not at all need believers in the theory of non-violence, full
or imperfect. It is enough if people carry out the rules of non
violent action,  [vide Appendix IV (A).]
52.    Now comes the author's most glaring lapse of memory
or misrepresentation in the paragraph   under   discussion.   He
says, "...remember too that he had before him the example
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